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ABSTRACT

This paper proposes a schema that will provide the
-analytical clarity needed for generating insights into pedagogical
issues and, consequently, for developing curriculum efficiently. The
schema has four terms: learning assumption, instructicnal ‘hypothesis,
_teaching technlqae, and teacher performance. A 1earn1ng assumption
" postulates that an:interpretation on the part of the learner will:
generate learning of some kind. An 1nstructlanal hypothesis Predlcts
the condition: under which the, learner 5. {appropriate) interpretation
is llkely to be secured. A teaching techn;que determines and projects

'the copdition-corresponding behavior on the part of the teacher that

#is 1likely to trigger the.intended. 1nterpretat1on on the part of -the:
1earﬂer. A teacher's perférmance actual;zes the technlque and makes
it héllevablef as an actor makes a role bellevable. The author
-discusses the details of the schema and Q:OVldes éxamples of
Lnterzelatlaﬂshlps of the fcur elements. (AuthoerM) '
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' CLARIFICATION:. THE TERMS OF A SCHEMA FOR INSIGHTS . ,
b obert D, L/ son

It took quite a while for practitioners of TESL to detach themselves from absolute
faith in pattern practice. The growing concern with pattern practice finally
succeeded in breaking ‘with the" fauth wher; Clifford Prator saw pattern practice as
manipulation, pointing out at the same time that all that practice was not altogether
appropriate practice for a terminal objective of Ianguage communication - (Prator
1965). Prator’s insight was_based on implicitly= semng two levels of the pedagoglcal
schema: mampulatlon as a term in a Iearmng assumption and psttern practlce as a ' i
term in an instructional hypothesis. Insights like his are more easily ‘come by when, o P
a proper schema is explicitly avallable. It is thé purpﬁse of this section to propose a f

schema ‘that wnll provide the analytical clarity needed - for generatlng insights into -

'dagoglcal lssues and cansequently, fﬁr effumently develop - curriculum,  any -
l U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALIH, EDUCAIY ON & WELFARE - '
_ OFFICE OF EDUCATION = = |

: . © O THS nacuneur HAS BEEN nquunucib ;xacuv AS RECEIVED FROM THE I
‘( . .~ "PERSON OR ORGAMIIATION ORIGINATING I1. POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIOXS x :

: { STATED DO NOT uscessmn' REPRESENT osncm OFFICE OF. ENCATIUH S

* 1 POSITION OR PoLICY. i




curriculum——and provide, as well, the terms and framework for discussing a few
of the- assumptions for instruction in the primary grades - of Navajo schools.

The schema has four terms: learning assumption, instructional hypothesis, teaching
technique, and teacher performance. A learning assumption postulates that an
interpretation on the part of the learner will ‘generate learning of some kind. An
instructichal hypothesis predicts the condition under which the learner’s
(appropriate) interpretation is likely to be secured. A teaching technique determines
and projects the condition- correspcnﬁdmg behavior on the part of the teacher that is
likely to trigger the -intended mterpretatlon on the part . of the learner. A teacher’'s
performance actuallzas the technique and makes it bellevable Iika an actor makes a

role bahevable

There are two’ th&ses ta the schema. Flrst that it is _the teacher’s creative act in
makmg ‘the performance of the ~technique bellevable that triggers the intended
lnterpretatlan and . the mterpretatlon——ltself a. kind of Iaarmng;—generates the : o
Iearnmg promlsed by the -assumption. - Sacand that each level of the schema (i.e.,
each term) is a systam' : system cf assumptlons system af hypothases a system

"’yatem of performance. 4. L : : -

AV of teéhmques aﬁd -even, a

“The caveat fram the precedlng sectlan bears repaatmg The cham of events frcnm the'
- teacher’s _‘creatlve at:t ta tha Iaarmng promlsad by the assumptlon is as strong as the -




learning -

f',dlstributmg ‘what little of his- attention is: ava:lable “to" each in s

learning increases with the increase of individual attention. The hypothesis: this
increase in individual attention is effected through smaller classes, smaller groups
within a class, or a tutorial situation. The doctrine: _only this hypothesis wnll bring
about the increased learmng promised in the assumptlcm.

One source of the confusion between learning assumptions and instructional
hypotheses is the failure to take note.that while a learning assumption is, as a rule,
held true for an individual, an instructional hypothesis, in the 'soeial context of
today’s education, is predicted to hold true for a classroom - full of pupils. So,
-increases with increase of individual attention——¥or the individual so
attended, accordlng to the mstructlonal hypothesis that opts for, say, small _groups
in ‘a class, in which individual attention is expressed as something physical or
geographical. Thus, in a classroom .full - of pupils where a teacher has subdivided his

class into five smaller -groups, group A is gettlng mc. e of the teachers attention at

any given time, Presumably, grcup A is mcreasnng its learmng Hnwever grnups B,

‘C, D, and E are meanwhlle not gettlng the teachers attention as implied by -the

hypothesm.: Presurnably, these graups do not ‘profit mcreased learmng lndeed these

four groups profit less learnlng than if- the teacher attended to the class as a whole,
‘such’ a large class.5

"An lrnpartant question is - ralsed Is the mcreased learnmg in- grnup A alone greater

or less’ than the . mcreased learnmg for the whnle class_if attended to as _a whole?
The pmnt here is. the questlon nct the posilble answ' : the questldn. The'.
proposed pC f t cher-pupll ratio, . -
‘ ) ion" of inct d: learning: fram':- :
m*tructlonalf

questlan suggests that the
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best intentioned teachers fall into patterns of calling on mostly one category of
pupils in the class. For example: mostly the brightest pupils or mostly the slowest
ones because the. teacher Ilkes to pra\nde challenge, mastly the best behaved anes or
well=adjusted or mostly the maladjusted because the teacher wushes to be a parent,
The challenge: “Call on me to participate on the same chance that anyone and
everyone of my classmates has. Do not select among us, not even me, on the basis
of any critérion whatscever. Don’t make me dependent on any criterion for a place
in your mind and heart. Such dependency makes me insecure, distracting me from
the objective of the lesson, from learning, and eventually from caring about
learning——caring, and attending, only to the criterion you have set up.”

To meet such a challenge, I: have p,révide‘.-d_the ‘curriulum with an instructional -

hypothesis: randomization of pupil participatioh assures . indiﬁdual attention fnr all
members of the class. Randomlzatlan of pupll partlmpatlon rneans that every child
in. the class has equal chances of partlcnpatmn equal to- every other child, virtually
g all -the time. 6I't means, .further, that every child in -the class beheves he has an equal
chance of participation because he re,cogmzes randomization - for ‘what it is, a game
of -chance. If -the hypothesis . is. fnund ~to- hold true -then, . on. _the . basus of the
iearning . assumption that ~increased - mdlwdual ‘attention. brings . about increased
-Iearning, it may be lnferred that to  the. degree that “the pupuls feel assured of
,mdnvndual attentlcn they will proflt mcreased Iearnmgf The differencé between thls

" y mstructuonal hypnthesus and that of teacher—puplrl_, rathvi the degree to whlch they

- can assure :

;L;,dnfferenqce'

is: éan : be:ﬂderwed fram one




An experiment attempts to determine the efféct of the teaching technique in the
teaching situation. Confusion arises when the expenement is believed to have
determined the effect of the instructional hypothesus rather than of the teaching
technique. This is generally due to the behavioral orientation of interpreters of
experiments: disinclined as’ they are to recognize a more general, nonbehavioral, yet
insightful instructional hypothesm underlying the more specific, behavioral, also
insightful teaching technique,  they make the teaching technique the underlying
principle itself. This ccnfusnon nf technlque for the more general hypothesis reveals
itself among some educatars in- their obsession with particular media——either for or
against them——for example, color ccdmg,'workbooks, prlmersi

The confusion of teaching techmque for instructional hypothesus is sometimes
traceable to the’ presupposttmn that there is only one technlque for an instructional
hypothesis. - But .this . Is just not the case. For example. one techmque for effecting

-the mstructmnﬂl hypothesis of rar Jdomization is to have the teacher select students

for partmlpatlon by ‘picking out a card from a deck of cards (Ilke an honest card
dealer would), each’ card with a pupll s name on .it; another would be to pull out a
slip of paper from a paper sa ck full of slips of papers wnth the puplls names on

- them “still anothei™ would be for a bl'ndfolded student in the mlddle ‘of a circle of -

his peers to turn several tlmes with .one. hand autstrectched stoppmg to pcnnt )

, _unpredlctably, to - one of. them ~and why not a- crap game between each. pupll of a-

palr the wmner Qf each palr p!aymg agalnst another wmner and so on untll cnlyv

one wmner remalns., AII of these technlquesbut the Iast cme have the advantage af,‘
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context is applicable, unchanged, to another context. The same technique may prove
effective in the next context, but! then again it may not. Stated this way,
hypothetically, the non-generalizability of a technique elicits academic agreeiment to
the thesis. Fcr example, the demonstrable effectiveness of the techmque of written
texts for the instructional hypothesis of prcgrammed instruction amoang able readers
dges not turn uut as effectlve a technlque amcng weak readers, for exampla

through programmed texts in Engllsh

The tasks of formulation and reformulation.

One can begin to appreclate the tasks of formulating and reforrnulatmg teaching
tﬂchmques instructional  hypotheses, “and learmng assumptlons by - realizing the
implications of the . thesgis that there is mare than one - passnble darlvatlon from term toc
term in the .chema. This is the thesns that has - been argued so far in this paper. An
axarnpla of the implications of this thesis in the formulation of a teachmg techmquer
from an mstructlanal hypothesus is here presented to plant the seed of appreclatlon. ,

" The example. The' quastzaﬁs below are relevant to the fcrmulation of a techmqua (or
set of techmques——degandmg -on- one's unit. of’ behavior) - for the mstructmnal
hypothesis recommending a " smaller teacher—pupll ratio m a. classrcam spemﬂcally,, -

' smaller groups W|th|n a class ‘ ' ' e

"’(a) WI" the class be dl\ﬂded m..o‘two three fuur flve or mgre groups? :

ERIC:
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() Wil the grmjps not directly attended to by the teacher at any given time be
self-teaching? Or will busy work be allowed? How will self-teaching be
distinguished from busy work?

Still more questions come to mind should the dnvnsnon of the class into small groups
be changeable:

{g) Will the different groups be formed daily, weekly, or monthly? Or will some
partncular behavior, like a symptom, signal the need for a new division of the
class?

{h) Will the same criteria to determme the groups be used each time a new
division is forma:i? Or dlfferent criteria?

(i) ~ Will the time taken tddetermine the groups at different times be significant
- 'enough to affect, negatlvely, the promnses of mcreased learmng? If so,” how
can th:s be avmdéd? - Co

(j")’ iVWlII tﬁchmg change as different groups are determmed accardlng tn different E -
4 cntena? : : :

AAppreclatmn nf the tasksiof forrnula"ng and refermulatlng :‘the comﬁcnents of each'_. l
'_‘Iev ' (r' - ‘ ) [ t ) , d ‘the S
‘the
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On the level of instructional hypotheses, relatedness between hypotheses can also be
shown, Take the instructional hypothesis of randomization explained earlier. It gives
everyone in class an ‘equal chance to jparticipate, yes, those who feel ready as well as
_those who do not feel ready. When the latter are called to participate, an important
learning assumption is violated: a student must feel ready to participate if he is to
improve his learning, perhaps even, if he is to learn at all. What is needed, then, is an
instructional hypotheses derived from the learning assumption of felt readiness. So, |
have provided the curriculum with an instructional hypc»thesns that purports to reflect
that assumption: volunteering to participate. This hybothesm requires the teacher to
permit a student to refuse ta participate when, as a result of randcmlzatian he is
expected to participate. (It also requires the teacher to call on- cmly those students
who are vclunteenng to participate in- the situation where orily the teacher’s sense of
randomization is the means of selection——but this aspect of volunteermg is not
relevant here.) On the other hand Hulunteenng without randomi:ation: would make
boldness a criterion for belongmg, violating the learning assumption that learning comes
more readlly when the student feels luke an mdeuaL that he belongs slmﬁly because

he is he.

The Iearmng assumptmns are - systemlc |n that they forrn a hlerarchy of categarles.
First, there are those learning- assumptlons which pastulate the mterpretatlons that
make it possnble for - learmng to take place. its . mmatlon - its: contlnuance and -its
termmatlcm Learmng mlght be sald to be mmated by mterpretmg a phennmenon say

. somethmg hearﬂ as havmg a partlcular feature‘ fcr example .a car’ englne with .a- nolse_” -
ipattern Tike that of 'a neughbors The Iearmng “might_ be’ sald ‘to” be ‘continued by

) ,evaluatmg the feature -as- worthy of checkmg, for exampler if it |s, ‘the* _nenghbors car”

~ heis harne earlier than usual. The. learmng rnlght be Sald; ta'be termm'atedub'y checklng P

'.the hypothesus that it is the g ' '
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There is a relationship between the two kinds of learning assumptions above. Learning

assumptions that postulate interpretations which make it possible for learning to take
place are prerequisites to the learning assumptions that postulate interpretations which

make it possible for learning of a ‘certain kind to take place. This seems like an

obvious relationship, and it is, but it is apprently not kept in mind by some practicing

educators when formulating (implicitly, probably) -their instructional hypotheses (and -

the conditicn-carrespanding techniques). Take the prcfessor who describes structure
XYZ. of his subject matter in a lecture but fails to pomt out that he is describing
structure 3{YZ or at what point in his lecture he is descrlbmg |t-=——=to lmtuate learning.
Or take the professor who does point out structure XYZ but fails to justufy, interest,
or motivate the students to consider structure XYZ as warthv of checking out——to

continue learning. Or the professor who does- both of the’ prece.;mg but fails to
provnde an oppnrtumty for checkmg out the accuracy of the students understandmgr

of -the structure, say by; prov;dmg ‘examples - whlch _the students have to ldentlfy as
havmg or not. havmg structure XYZ——to terminate Iearmr*g In' any case the
relatu:mshlp suggests ‘the systemu; character of the learnmg assumptlons.

The reforrnulatlon of the camponents on each level mav start wrl:h the Iearnlngj
assumpt"’"s “A new assumptlcn may suygest ltself ‘an- estabhshed assumpt.gn may be

seen in. .a. dlfferent Ilght a: former and re;eeted assumptlon may ncw appear’ valid

What - follows is a "eexammatmn of. the system.. of mstructlanal hypothesls Sﬁmet;:mes#f‘-- S
resulting in a- mcdn‘lcatmn. Thus iﬁ turn prnmpts a reexammatmn of a speclf:cf

Vtechnlque and th"

10
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The serlausness of mcans;stency is dlfflCLllt to overestimate. As in stency repeats'
,mcansnstency in tear:hlig,_ incansmtency begins. to mfect related area 'lk dlsmpllne‘
~affec:tmn esteem and eventually mconsnstency repeats mccrns:stency cm all levels of_v

"Dr worse ‘as mcof\SIstency rEpeats mc:anmstency, th ’
and its . intended prnduct— learmng becomes suspec :
Vwant? Not learmng_.' Not all the"




